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ABSTBACT 

TMUjuversity records of 1,046 randomly selected 
students were examined to determine differences '^among students, who 
received financial aid, students who applied* for but d^ not receive 
aid, and students who did not apply for aid. TJo differences were 
found between students who received aid and those who did not receive 
aid in high school rank, Minnesota Scholastic Aptitude Test scores, 
cumulative grade-point average, and total credits at the University 
of Minnesota. Large significant differences were found in father's 
occupation and educational level* Those who received" aid came from 
significantly lower socioeconomic background than those who did not 
receive aid. Students who applied for aid but did not receive it 
tended to have higher aptitude test scores than both those who did 
not apply for aid and those who received aid. (Author) 
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Abstract » 

University records of 1048 randomly selected 
students were examined to determine differ- 
ences among students who received financial 
aid, student^^'who applied for but did not re-' 
ceive aidj and students who did not apply for 
aid. No differences were found between stu- 
dents who received aid and those who^ did not 
receive aid in high School rank, Minnesota 
Scholastic Aptitude Tegt scores, and cumulative 
grade point average and total credits at the 
University of Minnesota. Large signi-ficant 
differences were found in father's occupation 
and educational level. Those who received aicf 
came from significantly lower socio-economic 
backgrounds than those who did not receive aid. 
Students wjio appfied for aid but did not receive 
aid tended to have higher aptitude test scores 
than both those who did not apply for aid and 
those who received aid. 
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■ Financial Aid' . ' 

\ . * , Gets Financial Aid? . . ^ 

Stanley R. Strong ^ ' 

. Student Life Studies 
Univei;Sity of Minnesota " 
As tuitions at the Unive^ify of Minnesota have i;isen in 
recent years, more state funds have been provided ^to directly aid 
s-tudents .with their expenses. The purpose of the increases in 
state^ aid to students has. been to defray the impact of' raising 
tuition$ on persons \;;^ith least -*r^sources and thus to prevent the 
rising tuition ftom barring students With few .financial' resources 
from access to the University. The purpose of this study was to 
determine the effective criteria for financial aid dispersed through 
the Office of Student Financial Aid at the University of Minnesota 
by comparing family backgrounds ; pre-college academic performances , J 
and academic performances at the University, of students who received / 
aid with studenl;s who did not receive aid. . ' 

. ^ ' Method • ^ \ . 

One. thousand forty-eight students were randomly, selected from 

* ' ' ' " ■ ' 

the active files of students at the University of ' Minnesot:^ . This 
sample was also u^d as a, basis of another study of financi^ aid 
by Hendricks and Skinner (1975), The one restriction in drawing the 
sample 'w^s th^t gradi*ate students were Removed. Thus, the sample 
contained undergraduate students from upper and 'lower division and 
professional schools at the Twin Cities Campus of the University of 
Minnesota. * ^ 

^ A specia^ computer program was writ^^en to retrieve information 

s . . 

on family background, high school perfprmance, and academic performance 
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at the University from the 'computer files of Admissions 'and Records 
at the University of Minnesota. For each student, , existing records 
.were searched for father's occupation, mother^s occupation^' father's 
educational level, mother's educational level, high school rank, 
Minnesota Scholastic Aptitude Test score, cumulative grade point aver- 
age at the Univers.ity,-.and total credits taken^'at the University. 
Cumulative grade point avetage and total credits were found for all 
students'. Mother's education and occupation were available for so 
few students that 'the information was dropped from further cgnsidt^i:-' 
ation. \Father s occupation and educational levelwere available for 
52% of the sample. High school rank* was avail^able, for 43% of the 
sample, and Minnesota Scholastic Aptitude test scores were available 
for 41% of the sample. Eiually, the files of the Office for Finan- 
cial Aid were seai;ched to determine^ which of the 1048 students had 
applied for aid and which had received aid. Overall, 220 of the 

1048 students in the sample had applied far and received aid from 

■t * 

the Office for Financial Aid and an additional 86 students had applied 
for but 'not received aid. Table 1 .presents the distribution of 
students in the sample by college of enrollment and financial aid status 



Insert Table 1 

Students in 'the sample represented ejlghteen Colleges , Schools or 
Institutes in the University of Minnesota. The largest numbers were 
from the College of Libferal Arts, Institute of Technology, College 
of Agriculture, Forestry and Home Economics, and General College. 



* FinanclaX Aid' 

Results ' 

College of Enrollment 

The last column of Table 1 presents the percentage of aid 
recipients in the sample by College, School or Institute of "en roll- 
ment. As many of ^ the 43olleges were represented by a very few students, 
the distribution can only be' suggestive of the percentage of students 
from various Colleges, Schools or Institutes who receive financial | 
a:^d. The ob tained. percentages vary widely from a high of 75.? in 
Medical Technology (four students in the sample) to a low of Dent.il 
Hygiene, 0% of a total of five students in the sample. Overall, the 
medical sciences and professional schools seemed heavily ifepTesented 
in the upper part of the aid recipient distribution, while 17 to 
26% of the students in the. large four-year undergraduate Collages re- 
ceived financial aid. 

The Colleges were organized as to whether they were professional 
schools, upper division schools or four-ye^'r schools. The percentages^ 
of students who did not apply, applied but received no aid, or re-- 
ceived ^id within each of these three groupings are presented in Table 2 



Insert Table 2 



The largest percentage of aid recipients is' in. the professional schools 
* (30%), tfie upper dlvidion colleges or schools are intermediate (26%),^ 
and the four-year institutions are least (18%). The variation between 

the groupings is statistically significant at the p < .01 level 

2 ' ' -. 

(X = 11.42, df = 4) . ■ 
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Financial Aid 

Performance at the University of Minnesota 

Cumulative grade point averages for students who did not apply 
for flnanciaj. aid, applied but received no aid, and deceived ald^^ 
are presented In Table 3, The percentages f or lihe three groups ar6 



Insert Table 3 / 



reasonably similar, with only 6 to 7% of the students' falling Into 
the lowest range (0 to 1.99 grade point averages) and 20 to 30% falling 
Into the other ranges. No statistically significant differences were 
found between the groupings In Chi Squate comparisons of those Who did 
not receive financial aid (whether they had applied or not) versus 

hose who received aid, those who reclved aid versus those whb applied 
for but did not receive aid, and those who did not apply for aid 



versus who applied for but did not; receive aid. 

Table 4 presents the percentage distributions of tota^ credits 

' v.. - ' • . 

for students who did not apply foif aldr applied for but dl^ not receive 
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aid, and received aid. For all these groups, the largest percentages 
are in the category of 0 - 44 credits and, with few exceptions, the 
percentages* of students decrease as the total number of credits in- 
creases. None of the differences among the distributions of the three 
groups we found to be statistically Significant using the Chi Squaro 
statistic, 

Pre-college Performance ^ • 

Table 5 presents the pAcentage distributions of high schooT • 
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•ranks for students who did. not .apply for finaacial aid,^ applied for ' 
but did, not 'receive aid, and .received aid. All three distributions 



Insert Table 5 • • 

. 1 % 

show the la^rge St numbers^ of students in the top range of high . ' 
school, ranks, between the 80th and 99tji percentiles. The distribu- 
tions are similar and Chi Squares Evaluating differences among the 
distributions failed to reveal statistically significant differences. 

Percentage distributions of the Minnesota Scholastic Aptitude 
Test scq.res for students who ^iid not apply for financial aid, applied 
but did not receive aid, received aid are presented in Table 6.' 



Insert Table 6 ^ ; ^ 

*> 

The distributions of students in the scor6 ranges are similar for 

those who did aot apply for aid and those Who received aid, while the 

distribution for those who applied for but did not receive aid appears 

different from the other two_ distributions . In Chi. Square^ analyses , 

no statistically significant differences were found between the dig- ' 

tributions of those who did not apply and those who received aid, 

while statistically significant differences were found between the 

distri-butioniB of those who applied for bu.t did not receive .aid'and 

the distributions of. those who did not apply for aid (X^ + 11.62,' ' 

df - 4, significant at the p <.02 level) and those who received' aid 
2 

(X -=10.61, df * 4, significant at the p < .05. level) . The differ-., 
ences mostly reflect differences in the 50 to 90 aqd the 40 to 49 ^cor 
ranges. More s.tudents who did not receive aid but applied for it h^d 
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MSAT scores in the 50 to 59 range than did either those who did not 
apply or those who received aid, while fewer, had scores in the 40 to^ . 
49 range than either those who did not apply or those, who received- aid. 
Family background / ... 

Fathers^ educational levels are presented in Table"'.?, for students 
in the three financial a|d gro'ups in five categories ranging from 
professional and graduate degrees to less than a high school degree. 
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A smaller percentage of- students who did not apply for financial aid 

than those who did apply had fathers with less than a high school 

degree (9% versus 15 and IT/, respectively). In contrast, fewer of 

tho^e who applied for aid had fathers with the highest educational 

level than did those wha did not apply for aid (2 and 6% versus 18% 

respectively). These diTferences are reflected by a statistically 

significant Chi Square between those who did not receive aid whether 

or not they applied for it and 5£f hose who received financial^ aijd 

2 ^ ' 

(X « 24'. 74, df = 4, p <.01 level). All other Chi Square comparisons 

were not • significant . The group which applied for aid but did not 
receive it was not significantly different from either those who re- 
ceived aid or from tliose who ^did not apply for aid. - . 

Table 8 presents the .percentage distributions of fathers* occupa-* 
tions for students who did not apply for financial. aid, applieS^but 



Insert Table 8 
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» • •■. ' . ■ . ■ 8. ,. ■■ » 

did not rec6iye aid., and recedyed aid. * The distributions are similar 

* » ' »» 

to the educational level distributions.. Fifty-one percent of fathers 

bf those who did not apply for financial, aid are in the professional/- 

• - * • ..: -■ jy 

/managerial occupations, while 22% of those who received aid -are in ^ 

these occupations. Conversely, only 11% of fathers of .those who did' 

' ^ . .• ^ 

not^apply for aid ar6 in the Service, unskilled and "other" occup^- . 

■ ' ' ' ' ' ■ • • ■ ^r-; 

tions while 21% of fathers of those who received aid have these ' - 

jDcd.upatlons . A fhi Square comparing those who received aid with those 

^ I ' . . .... 

who did not, wjiether or not thej^' fiad applied, is highly significant, 

2 ^ • • •• ' ' 

(X = 30:26, df = 3, significant at the p < .01 level) . No other 

'I* ' * . * ' 

comparison^ was statistically significant. The group wHo applied for 

aid but did nW receive aid was not .aignifi,cantly dif feren^^';fr6m 



either thbse whd received aid or those who did not apply f^r , financial 
aid. , . ■ ' • I ■ ' r 

Discussion / ! ' 'V 

Results of this study suppojrt the -following statements;'' / ' //* 
X. A greater proportion of students in. professional .aivd upper ' 

division schools receive financial aid^than those in four-year an^' / 

* ■ * •- . 

lower division schools . ' - . . 

- * - . / V . 

2. Financial aid recipients do not differ f rom po^-recipients 

in academic perforjnance at the University of Minnesota.^ ' , ' - 

Financial aid recipients do not differ from n(^n-recipients 

in performance in high school or in^scTiolastic aptitude. 

4. Students v^ho apply for financial aid but do!, npt receive aid 
tend to have somewhat higher acadiemic aptitude test scores than t^hose 
who do not apply for aid and those who receive aid. 

5. < The biggest determiner *of a student *s receipt of financial 
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aid Is father's occupational level. The second biggest deterininer 
is father* s educational level. . ^ 

6/ Students who receilve financial aid^ come from family back- - 
gro.unds with lower occupational and educational levels than those who 
do not receive aid. - ' " 

7. Finahcial aid at the ljniversi.ty of Minnesota is dispersed to 
students on the basis of financial tieed (as indicated in- this study 
by father's Occupational and educational levels) in accordance with 
the purppse of state aid. • ' 
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• , , Table 1 . - ■ 

Distribution by College or School of Enrollment of students who did riot 
apply for financial aid, applied but received no aid, and received ai'd, 
and percentage of aid recipients to total enrollment by college. 



School or College 


Not Apply 


No Aid 


Aid 


Total 


Percent Aid 














Recipients 




Medical Techaology » 


1 


0 


3 


4 


t 

75 




^^^^eterina'ry Medicine 




• 

2 • 


3 


A 

5^ 


60 




Nursing 


8 


0 


7 


15 ■ 

• 






Medical 


31 ^ 


4 •' 


21 


56 


38 




Mortuary Sci^ce 


•1 


• I ■ 

■ • 


1 


3 


33 




University 


2 


0 


1 


,' 3 


33 




Law 


14" 


3 


7- 


24 


^ . 29 




Education^ 


39 ■ 


3 


17 


\59 


• .,29 


-ft." ' 


' General 


55 • 


5 . 


2l 


81 


. 26 . 




/ • 














.Business Administration 
■«? 


42 


2 


12 


56 


21 




Agriculture, Fotestry 


72 


'• .11 


18 


t 




« 


and Home EconomicB 












Institute of Technology 


78 


11 . 


■ 20 


109 


18p 




Liberal Arta ^ 


. 353 ' 


^ 30 


' 80 


463 




< 


^Dentistxy 


12 


10 


4 


26 


15 . 




Biological Science * 


16 


2 


3 


21 


14 




• 












Public Health 


6 


1 


•1 


8 


12 




Pharmacy 


7 ■ 


i 


. 1 


9 


11 




Dental Hygiene ' ' ' • 


5 


0 


. 0 


5 


9 

0 


V 


r • 














1. 

totals 


742 

• 


86 ; 


•220 


1048 


21% 








C 

■ 12 






* • 






•41 








< 


t • 



r 



. • * ' Table 2 

Percentage distributions of students by enrollment; in professional 
schools, upper division colleges or fotir year colleges for those 
who did not apply for financial aid, applied but received no aid, 
and those who receivec^ aid. . , ^ - - ". 







Enrollment 


Not Apply 
. — ^_ 4 


No. Aid 


Aid* 


Number in 
Sample 


/I • 




Professional 


\ 53% • 


i 17% 


30% 


12^"' 






Upper Division 


70 




1 


171 , 


■ 1 " 




Four Year 


74 




18 


754 



Number in Sample 742 



86 ' 



220 



1048 



■ J 



13 
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Table 3 , ■ . - 

Percentage distributions of cunmulative grade point 
average of students who did not apply fqr financial 
aid, applied but received no aid, and received aid. 



■ ' 

GPA Range 


Not Apply 


No Ai'd 


Aid • 


3.5 - 4.00 


i 


247o 


147o 


. 3.0 - 3.49 


25 


■ 28 


29 


2.5 - 2.99 


' ' 32 


28 


23 


2.0 - 2.49 


22 


14 


27 


■0. - 1.99 


6 


6 


7 



Number with data 741 "^86 221 



■ A 



-14 



Tabl§ 4 



Percentage distributions 'of total credits of students 
who did not apply for financial aid, applied but rQ,^e«lved 
% no aid, and received aid. y 



Total Credits Not Apply No Aid - /Aid 











^ 


170 




10 7o 


1% 


12% 


135 


- 169 . 


• . li ' 


1 


9 




f 








90 


-;i34 . 


20 


15 


• 19 ■ . 


- 45 


-89 


26 


23 


25 


0 


-44 


33 


48 


35 


Number with 


data 


741 


86 


111 



A : • - • , - .15 

■ ■ ^ ••■ . ■ \ . . 

o ■ ' . ■ 
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Table 5 

Percentage distributions of high school ranks of students who 
^ did not apply for financial aid, applied but received no aid, 
and received aid. * . • ' 



High School Ranfe^ Not Apply JJo Aid Aid 

' »- : ^ ■- ■ — 

80 - 99 . 50% ■ - 68% . 60% 

60 - 79 27 15 19 

40-59 11 * 6 ■ i2 

0-39 12 12 9 



Number with data ' 330 34 ' 94 



Table 6 . 

Percentage distributions of'KtSAT scores of students who did not 
-apply for financial aid, applied Hut. received no aid, and received 
§id. 



MSAT Score Not Apply No Aid Aid 

60 - 8% . * 6% ' 14% 

50^- 59 ' 24 44 23 

40 - 49 32 , 9 23 

30 - 39 24 32 22 

- 29 12 . ^ 9 18 



Number with data 310 34 90 
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Table 7 

* • ^ 

Percentage distributions of fathers educational levels for 
students who did not apply for financial aid, applied but 
received no aid and received aid. 



Educational tevel Not Apply No Aid Aid 



/ 



Professional/Graduate degree 

College dQgree/sdme Grad- ^ 
uate wotk 

Some Col lege/ Bus in^^s or 
Trade School 

•igh School Graduate 

Less than High School Graduate 



187a 

25 

21 

26 
9 



2-% 

28 

18 

36 . 
15 



67o 
12 

23 

36 
22 



Number with data 



400 



39 



111 



18 



Table 8 / 



Percentage distributions of fathers occupations for students who 
Aid not apply for financial aid, applied but received no aid and 
received aid, ' . 



Occupations 


Not, Apply 


No Aid 


Aid 


Profess ional/Maaagerial' ^ 


517. 


34% 


■22% ; 


Farm 




.13 ' 


10 


Sales/Clerical Office 


16' 


18 ■ 


21 


SkilFed Trades.. 


18- 




26 


Services /Unskilled/Other 


11 


li 


^21 • 


Number with data 


393 


4 38 


115 



